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Shaping the postwar balance of power: multilateralism in NATO Steve Weber
At the end of the 1940s, the United States and several West European states allied to defend themselves against invasion by the Soviet Union. Balance-ofpower theory predicts the recurrent formation of such balances among states. But it says little about the precise nature of the balance, the principles on which it will be constructed, or its institutional manifestations.1 The North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) has been a peculiar mix. As a formal institution, NATO has through most of its history been distinctly nonmultilateral, with the United States commanding most decision-making power and responsibility. At the same time, NATO provided security to its member states in a way that strongly reflected multilateral principles.2 Within NATO, security was indivisible. It was based on a general organizing principle, the principle that the external boundaries of alliance territory were completely inviolable and that an attack on any border was an attack on all. Diffuse reciprocity was the norm. In This article was prepared for the Ford Foundation West Coast Workshop on Multilateralism, organized by John Gerard Ruggie. I gratefully acknowledge the Ford Foundation's financial support for the project. A longer and more detailed version of my article, entitled Multilateralism in NATO: Shaping the Postwar Balance of Power, was published as a monograph by the Institute of International Studies, University of California at Berkeley, in 1991. I thank each of the participants in the Ford Foundation Workshop, several anonymous reviewers, Stephen Krasner, Ernst Haas, Robert Keohane, John Zysman, David Lake, David Spiro, David Stuligross, Felicia Wong, Eileen Doherty, Rudra Sil, and Stephanie Gluckman for their criticism and help. I also thank the librarians and staff at the Eisenhower Presidential Library in Abilene, Kansas, for their gracious assistance.
1. For example, power can be balanced between two states, between two alliance systems, or among many. A balance of power can be relatively cooperative if the "poles" act with conscious restraint in efforts to maintain equilibrium, or it can be highly competitive if each pole seeks to gain power at the other's expense. Alliance systems can be tightly held "empires," or they can be looser associations of states akin to spheres of influence. Alliance leaders can try to reformulate domestic politics within their subordinate states, or they can join with other states regardless of their internal characteristics.
2. From Ruggie, I abstract three features that distinguish multilateralism from other patterns of relations between states: indivisibility, generalized organizing principles, and diffuse reciprocity. See John Gerard Ruggie, "Multilateralism: The Anatomy of an Institution," in this issue of IO.
International Organization 46, 3, Summer 1992 ? 1992 by the World Peace Foundation and the Massachusetts Institute of Technology the terms set out by John Ruggie, NATO has generally scored low as a multilateral organization but high as an institution of multilateralism. 3 The capabilities of the Soviet army meant that the United States faced greater constraints in setting up institutions for security than it faced in establishing monetary, trade, and similar institutions. But those constraints did not determine either the principles or the institutional form of NATO. This article argues that two sets of ideas governed the way in which the United States shaped the postwar balance of power through NATO. The first set of ideas was political in nature. It derived from fundamental beliefs about the relationship between the number of powerful actors in the international system ("polarity") and stability, as well as about peace. The second set of ideas was driven by military considerations having to do with the deterrence of invasion and nuclear strategy.
Under the influence of the first set of ideas, U.S. foreign policymakers sought a security system that would do more than simply prevent Soviet aggression. They strove to construct institutions for peace management, cooperation, and progress that would promote long-term stability in international politics. The best way to do that, according to American foreign policy beliefs, was to foster the development of an autonomous European "pole" as the first step toward a multipolar international system. In politics, multilateralism was a means for promoting evolution toward multipolarity. But the twin concepts of multilateralism and multipolarity were frequently at odds with a second set of ideas about the military requirements for deterrence of invasion. These ideas were directly connected with the challenge of preventing Soviet aggression through the use or the threat of force. Multipolar systems present opportunities for riskacceptant states committed to a quick and decisive military challenge against the status quo. When that scenario came to predominate American views of European security, ideas about deterrence took immediate precedence over the longer-term purposes of multipolarity.
The "deterrence scenario" overcame the "multipolarity scenario" first during NATO's birthing process at the end of the 1940s, but its victory was only partial and temporary. The multipolarity scenario proved over the 1950s to be stronger and more deeply ingrained. From about 1956 to early 1961, the Eisenhower administration spearheaded a direct move toward multilateralism in NATO, through the sharing of nuclear weapons within the alliance. The rationale behind this effort had little to do with the credibility of extended deterrence or other strategic arguments. It was first and foremost a political move which was designed to speed the transformation of Europe into an integrated defense community with an independent nuclear force and which would recast the nature of the balance of power between East and West.
This effort was blocked when the deterrence scenario came back to the fore under the Kennedy administration. That scenario was now bolstered with a new set of arguments about nuclear strategy that overcame politics and pushed the multipolarity scenario into the background. As the distribution of power between the United States and Europe evened out gradually over the succeeding decades, NATO barely evolved in response.
None of this holds much interest in the stark neorealist image of the security problem facing states. In that vision, security should be a strong case for explaining institutions on a rationalist basis with utilitarian or functional logic and without recourse to ideas. In any case, the institutional form and principles of an alliance hardly matter for what the alliance does and for its impact on the basic character of international politics.
These blind spots need to be filled in. The balance between two sets of ideas and the resulting history of multilateralism within NATO had important consequences for international politics during the cold war, and some of these will be perpetuated as Europe develops a new security system in the 1990s. I therefore argue that multilateralism as a set of principles for an alliance is a dependent variable that begs explanation, because it is also an independent variable with autonomous causal impact on outcomes. Some of those outcomes may challenge basic realist premises about power.
Security, alliances, and multilateralism
Assume that states balance power to provide security and that they prefer to do so in ways that maximize their prospects for autonomy.4 Is multilateralism an obvious institutional form for these purposes? If the institution is nearly determined by a nexus between this basic deduced preference and objective features of the environment (such as the good to be supplied and the number of actors), there would be no need to go further in explaining NATO.
A priori, there is at least one alternative for an alliance system made up of one extremely powerful state and several smaller states. The alternative is for the large state to cut a series of bilateral deals with each of the subordinates. In the abstract, bilateralism has several advantages from the perspective of the great power. Security becomes an excludable good, which makes it also a bargaining resource. The great power can threaten to abandon a smaller state from the alliance, and because such a threat would not challenge the basis of other agreements, it can be relatively credible. It also becomes possible for the great power to demand differential terms of alliance with each of the small powers, depending on their strategic, economic, or political value. Small states may not benefit particularly by these arrangements, but faced with a direct threat to their existence from an opposing alliance, they would have little choice but to take the price that the market offers. This is not just a theoretical alternative. Between 1945 and 1948, the Soviet Union imposed a set of bilateral security arrangements on each of its East European neighbors. The organizing principle for this alliance system was "divide and conquer," and the purpose was to maximize Soviet influence over the subordinate states. There were certainly some costs to the Soviet government in choosing this institutional form. Stalin sacrificed some military efficiency and a good deal of legitimacy and thereby diminished the prospect that his alliance system would serve as a basis for broader cooperation among a ''socialist community" or as a means of spreading communism throughout the world. But he was willing and able to do this to extract payment for the provision of security and to prevent the development of any East European federation that might challenge exclusive Soviet control.5
This institutional form was not just a theoretical alternative in the West either. Proposals that the United States should provide security guarantees to selected European states on a strictly bilateral basis were championed in Washington by Senator Robert Taft through much of 1947. In March 1947, France and Britain signed a bilateral treaty of "alliance and mutual assistance," the Dunkirk Treaty, which pledged them to unite in case of renewed German aggression. In January 1948, British Foreign Secretary Ernest Bevin recommended that the West develop a "defense union" by extending the Dunkirk model into a network of bilateral agreements that would include the United States. The structural position of the United States vis-'a-vis Western Europe was different certainly from that of the Soviet Union vis-a-vis Eastern Europe, which means that an American version of bilateralism would have looked necessarily more balanced than Stalin's version. But that structural position did not produce NATO. The United States could have interpreted bipolarity and the Soviet threat as a license to develop a more coercive and extractive subsystem for security that the West European states would have been nearly obliged to accept.6
Multilateralism was an alternative institutional form with a different array of potential benefits.7 For the United States, multilateralism could reduce some transaction costs within the alliance by enhancing its legitimacy in the eyes of West Europeans. Because the United States would not be overtly privileged at the outset, changes in the relative capabilities of the member states over time would be less likely to inspire direct challenges to the organization's structure. This would allow the U.S. government to make long-term "investments" in its allies' defense capabilities as well as facilitate cooperation between the secondary states, leading probably to an overall increase in efficiency for supplying security.8 But the price of multilateralism also promised to be high. Multilateral institutions may substantially increase the costs of making decisions, particularly when an alliance must negotiate contributions to its budget or the collective provision of scarce resources such as manpower. Even the institution of multilateralism, which NATO did adopt, could be costly. If security is treated as indivisible and an attack on one is an attack on all, the large state sacrifices the ability to differentiate among its allies. In NATO, the United States made a commitment to the security of Belgium that was equal to its commitment to the security of West Germany, despite the greater importance of the latter state. And by adopting a general strategic principle of forward defense against the Soviet Union, the United States sacrificed any claim on its allies' assistance in "out of area" operations that it might feel the need to pursue, even in the service of NATO interests.9
Multilateralism tends to make security a nonexcludable good. This minimizes the hegemon's coercive power and its ability to extract payment for protection. It makes the sanctioning of free riders difficult and threats of abandonment almost impossible. From a choice-theoretic perspective, multilateralism does not seem a convincing bargain or a determinate solution.
These factors represented real trade-offs for the United States at the end of the 1940s. On abstract logic the outcome looks indeterminate; but to the extent that utilitarian or functional analysis points in any direction, it points away from multilateralism as an institutional form for solving the West's security problem. Consider first the constraints. With the Soviet army firmly in place in the East, there was pressure to gain as much security as possible for the West as quickly as possible, and the incentives to minimize immediate transaction costs among the allies were strong. Add to this the weight of recent history, particularly the poignant lesson of the Nazi state capitalizing on its opponents' tendency to free ride or shirk alliance guarantees. The postwar relationship between West Germany and France was a further challenge. A multilateral alliance would 7. For a generalized discussion, see Lisa L. Martin, "Interests, Power, and Multilateralism," International Organization, forthcoming.
8. The analogy is to transaction costs economic analysis. See Oliver Williamson, ed., Industrial Organization (London: Edward Elgar, 1990).
9. The United States also sacrificed legitimate claims to greater recompense for providing security to relatively exposed states, such as Turkey, than to well-protected states, such as Britain. In effect, the promise was to make an equal sacrifice for highly unequal causes. need both states in as equal participants, but the French government was resistant (as was the British government, for that matter). The British also had many other reasons to try to hold on to their special relationship with the U.S. government and not submerge it within a multilateral alliance.
Finally, there was the new factor of nuclear weapons. Nuclear weapons would have made it relatively easy and inexpensive for the United States to conclude a series of bilateral deals with specific partners, since the same arsenal of bombs could be used to offer extended deterrence to more than one state. Strategic nuclear deterrence for Western Europe was nearly a nonrival good in the sense that the United States could extend the umbrella to additional states without detracting from the security of any. But there is nothing about nuclear deterrence per se that makes it nonexcludable. In fact, states that were outside the Soviet orbit and did not join NATO, such as Sweden and Switzerland, were excluded. Nuclear deterrence became a public good (nonrival as well as nonexcludable) within NATO because of institutional choices that do not follow directly from objective features of the environment.10
The general point is that the nature of the good did not determine the institutional form through which it would be provided, since there were alternatives to multilateralism in NATO. Indeed, the constraints and incentives facing the United States should have pushed the outcome to lean away from multilateralism. Why did NATO turn out differently?
The immediate postwar world Franklin Roosevelt's familiar vision of a postwar balance of power did not rest on naive faith that the interests of the "four policemen"-China, Britain, and, most important, the United States and the Soviet Union-would coincide neatly. What Roosevelt did presume was that each of these states could be induced to behave in foreign policy matters mainly according to pragmatic calculations, through what contemporaries might have called the "geopolitical" consequences of multipolarity. In Roosevelt's view, the large states would themselves be constrained immediately to practice prudence and caution in their foreign policies as a result of their cross-cutting interests that would line up differently on separate issues and in different regions of the world. In the somewhat longer term, the same pressures would reduce the troubling tendency of these states to indulge in extreme ideologies, particularly American versions of unilateralism and Soviet versions of proletarian internationalism.12 Roosevelt's reasoning here slipped beyond power politics per se. He believed that the process of politics-the coordinating and the compromising of interests among the great powers-would do good things over time to the intemal characteristics of these states and that this, in turn, would make them act in more peaceable and cooperative ways. For this reason, it was critical to integrate the Soviet Union directly into the postwar order and to avoid creating even the appearance of a rigid anti-Soviet alliance. In this way, Roosevelt hoped to reinforce the pragmatic elements within Soviet domestic politics that would support a more substantial foundation for broader U.S.-Soviet cooperation over time. 13 While Roosevelt's arguments about the Soviet Union were not shared widely by American elites in 1944, his strategic vision of a multipolar balance of power was, albeit for different reasons. If Roosevelt were to prove wrong and the Soviet Union was indeed going to be a determined adversary, then the principal danger was American isolationism. The challenge was thus to keep the United States engaged substantively in European and world affairs for the long term. This would require an intellectual rationale that fit the material realities of power and could be sustained within American public opinion. The arguments of Nicholas John Spykman, further developed and popularized by Walter Lippmann in his influential U.S. Foreign Policy: Shield of the Republic, were adapted to fill that niche. Both authors based their arguments on an attack of isolationism as a doctrine that neglected power. But there were alternatives to isolationism apart from a messianic universalism that would drive a state to seek tight control over events all over the world. According to the logic of Spykman and Lippmann, it was neither necessary nor desirable that the United States try to extend its hegemony over very much of the world.14 Instead, its 12. Kimball includes both isolationism and messianic internationalism as manifestations of U.S. unilateralism, which he characterizes as "the American urge to go it alone in the event that others did not accept American demands." See Warren F. Kimball security and broader interests in world politics were best promoted by aiming to ensure as a minimal necessary goal that no single state would come to control the territory and resources of the Eurasian land mass. This was a doctrine of balance of power by "denial" extended to a global context, which in effect rendered the geopolitical requirements of the argument easier to fulfill. As for the U.S. public, it would be easier to sustain the needed level of commitment if American foreign policy could be presented as favoring diversity and flexibility while encouraging progressive change on a worldwide basis. Rather than openly confronting the Soviet Union in a bipolar contest, the United States would look to be "on the side of history," supporting the development of other centers of power and continually readjusting to changing interests instead of trying to prevent change from occurring.
Truman, like many others in Washington, did not share Roosevelt's confidence in Stalin as a willing collaborator. Although Roosevelt did not run up against the practical complications of the four policeman scheme until the end of his life, Truman ran up against them more directly and sooner in his presidency. Nevertheless, at the start of his presidency, Truman held to his predecessor's view that a managed multipolar balance among what was now the "big three" was possible and would promote peace in the postwar world. Following the counsel of his advisers and particularly Averell Harriman, Truman took a more forceful approach with Stalin but still sought until the end of 1945 at least to coopt the Soviet Union into a broad collaboration along with the United States and Britain. 15 The U.S. State Department was generally less optimistic that the Soviet Union could be made a part of this scheme. George Kennan in particular doubted that American leverage could do much to influence Soviet cooperativeness, at least in the short term. According to the logic of his "long telegram," the balance of power in the postwar world was not going to be a cooperative one, since the Soviet Union, with its potent blend of communism and totalitarianism, was simply not ready to play by collaborative rules.16 Soviet expansionism might have been driven in substantial measure by insecurity and an almost paranoid tendency to view the outside world as hostile, but there was little that the United States could do quickly to ameliorate these causes. If there was going to be peace, expansionism would have to be "contained" actively, and this demanded a more competitive balance of power. But for 15. See Gaddis, Strategies of Containment, pp. 14-19. In a major foreign policy address given on 16 June 1945, Truman pronounced that "unless there is complete understanding between [the] three great powers there will be no peace" and that the alternative, competition between two great powers, would end up "a truce-armistice, which will be just like the one we had in 1920. Kennan and others around him, it was equally important for the long term that the balance not be bipolar but multipolar. The consensus in and around the State Department was that the United States could not and should not try to balance Soviet power more or less on its own.17
Why not? After all, a "realist" power calculation (and Kennan certainly saw himself as a paramount realist) led inexorably to the conclusion that only the United States was in a position to balance Soviet power and that the West European states could at best play a supporting role. Indeed, a 1944 analysis performed by the U.S. Office of Strategic Services predicted that the Soviet Union would likely place the East European states in precisely this kind of subordinate role and extract as many resources from them as possible in an attempt to maximize its own power vis-'a-vis that of the United States.18
Kennan, however, did not believe that the United States could sustain a bipolar balance of power with the Soviets over time; and he was convinced that if it tried, the result could very well be war. The logic behind this position began with the fear, common to both Roosevelt and Truman, that a stark bipolar confrontation between the Soviet Union and the United States would encourage ideological extremism, which could take the form not only of an ambitious internationalism but also isolationism on the part of Americans. Kennan argued further that the constraints of a world with more than two centers of power would be favorable because the presence of other "poles" in the system would restrain both the Soviets and the Americans from taking too many foreign policy risks and from indulging in crusades to reshape the world in their own image.19 Kennan recognized that to put this argument into practice meant countenancing a powerful Germany, since without a revitalized German center the group of West European states could not be expected to play a substantial independent role in the balance of power. He also recognized the deep anxiety of the British and the French regarding Germany, but he was resolved to work 17 toward overcoming their reluctance as the necessary price for peace. In his mind, the bipolar alternative was worse because it meant a divided Europe locked into the front lines of a face-to-face U.S.-Soviet confrontation, with World War III a nearly inevitable result.20
Kennan, like Roosevelt, also went beyond geopolitics in his belief that a multipolar international system would safeguard the domestic character of the American state and polity. He worried that if the United States on its own attempted to balance Soviet power, this would lead to the establishment of spheres of domination. In its sphere of dependent states, each superpower could then dictate its vision of how to organize a society. For Kennan, attempts at forcibly imposing American political institutions abroad would eventually threaten the character of those institutions at home, since democracy rested precisely on a willingness to tolerate diversity.21 The multipolar alternative offered a unique convergence between the demands of realpolitik and the peculiarities of American democracy. It would allow the United States to serve its interests in both spheres by encouraging what John Gaddis describes as the evolution of a "world order based not on superpower hegemony but on the natural balance only diverse concentrations of authority, operating independently of one another, could provide."22 Kennan's policy recommendations for "containment" followed closely on this logic. The United States was to play a facilitative role in constructing a balance of power and then a key supporting role once other centers of power were in place. But in no sense did the containment strategy prescribe that the United States attempt on its own to balance Soviet power. In fact, Kennan's policy arguments through most of 1948 were aimed precisely at avoiding that outcome. Kennan stressed economic and political instruments as a way of restoring European confidence that the continent could take care of itself in large part for this reason. He also stood firmly against formal American military commitments in the interim, and he did not give up that position until quite late in the game.23 The general ends of this balance-of-power design were quite 20. Kennan's memos show that although he had few illusions about the resistance which his ideas concerning the restoration of German power would encounter, he viewed the alternative of a bipolar world as certainly more dangerous. In that vein, Kennan would later write somewhat sardonically that "the only thing wrong with Hitler's new order was that it was Hitler's." See "George Kennan to Dean Acheson, 18 October 1949," Policy Planning Staff Records, Box 32, Diplomatic Branch, National Archives. Kennan thought that the U.S. government could successfully combine reassurance, persuasion, and gentle coercion to convince others to accept German power in the context of a united Europe.
21. The toleration of diversity was a key theme in Kennan's fundamental optimism about the United States and the strategy of containment. As Kennan stated in his October 1948 speech to the Naval War College, the Soviet government's inability to tolerate diversity would turn out to be the "weakest and most vulnerable point in the Kremlin armor"; quoted by Gaddis clear. The principal goal was to avoid bipolarity by preventing a division of the world into Soviet and American spheres. Instead, the United States would encourage the evolution of a "limited" multipolar international system-a system consisting of a small number of spheres but not just two-by promoting the emergence of independent centers of power in Europe and in Asia as well. This was not just a new kind of isolationism; Kennan and those around him did not argue that the United States could leave the balance of power in the hands of others. Nor was it an attempt to promote a world of free-wheeling alliances that would operate more like the Europe of the nineteenth century. The flexibility that was sought in the new multipolarity was partial-enough to ensure the presumed benefits of restraint and to avoid the excesses of a bipolar world.24 The critical thing was that the United States not make the mistake of sacrificing long-term advantages and objectives in this multipolarity for the sake of "quick fixes" to security and other problems, made alluring by the possibilities of American power and the constraints of Soviet power.
Implementing the plan
As these constraints and the apparent Soviet threat loomed larger through 1947, the Truman administration was compelled to involve the United States more directly in the European balance of power. Yet it was careful to do so in ways that were calculated to preserve the multipolarity scenario as much as possible. Central to that vision was the idea that policies which might encourage the dependency of European states on the United States for security would be systematically avoided. This remained a guiding principle for American foreign policy in Europe as long as two assumptions held sway in Washington. The first was that the "real" Soviet threat in Europe was not the prospect of a blitzkrieg launched by the Soviet army but was instead long term and political in nature. The second was that alliances in the postwar world would in fact be at least moderately flexible and that the inevitable spheres of influence would be loosely held "areas of association," not tightly dominated and controlled "regions of subservience."25 24. Kennan fully expected that an "independent" Europe would find its interests coincident with those of the United States on most of the important issues. The vision was of a U.S.-West European partnership of sorts, one that would be robust enough to withstand the Soviet threat but still sufficiently contingent to restrain the United States. Two important policy innovations in early 1947 reflect this conception. The first was the Truman Doctrine, announced to Congress on 12 March. While the President declared that "it must be the policy of the United States to support free peoples who are resisting attempted subjugation by armed minorities or by outside pressures," his powerful rhetoric camouflaged crucial limitations of the "support" he was advocating. It was to be carried out with dollars and with advisers but not with American military forces; and there was no explicit commitment to preserve governments or territory, despite the deep sense of gravity with which most U.S. policymakers and bureaucrats viewed the threat of a communist takeover in Greece.26 It became clear in subsequent communications that the doctrine did not establish a precedent for similar action elsewhere.27 The objectives of the policy were limited: to prevent communist control (and, by implication, Soviet control) of Greece and Turkey but not to establish American control of these countries. While the establishment of U.S. control would have offered the most assurance that additional territory would not fall to the Soviets, it would have compromised the multipolarity scenario. As one of the committees in charge of drafting the 12 March speech reported, "The present power relationships of the great states preclude the domination of the world by any one of them. Those power relationships cannot be substantially altered by the unilateral action of any one great state."28
The second policy innovation, the Program for European Recovery or "Marshall Plan" of June 1947, reflected similar designs for the rest of Western Europe. The threat here was not seen as a "matter of days," but it was no less serious for that. As Undersecretary of State William Clayton put it, there was a near-term risk that "economic, social, and political disintegration will overwhelm Europe."29 Clayton himself believed that this situation left the United States no choice but to step into a power vaccuum and take up the challenge of a bipolar world. In a series of imploring memos, he wrote that "the United States must take world leadership and quickly, to avert world disaster" and that 26 This was a consequence of a growing concern in the State Department that "the extension of U.S. economic aid was becoming a substitute for European efforts."32 Kennan was keen on this point. When he finally overcame his ambivalence about the Marshall Plan in the autumn, it was with the caveat that "it should be a cardinal point of our policy to see to it that other elements of independent power are developed on the Eurasian land mass as rapidly as possible, in order to take off our shoulders some of the burdens of bipolarity."33 Congressional hearings on the Marshall Plan in January 1948 showed that Kennan's views were widely shared by U.S. policymakers. From their perspective, the Marshall Plan was supposed to reconstitute a European community that could play an independent role in a multipolar balance of power without a security guarantee from the U.S. government. 35. Many of the factors favoring bilateralism that I discussed in the previous section would have applied to Marshall Plan aid as well. Apart from the gain to the United States of being able to differentiate among aid recipients, the bilateral alternative would have significantly reduced transaction costs, since the multilateral solution required getting sixteen states to agree on a comprehensive plan. As it turned out, an agreement to establish the OEEC (the forerunner to the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development, or OECD) was not completed until The U.S. design in fact ran against the preferences of many European elites. The British in particular wanted an explicit American security guarantee and were willing to pay a substantial price in terms of accepting a subordinate role to U.S. power in exchange for it.36 In January 1948, Ernest Bevin proposed that the United States join a "Western defense union" to be constructed through a network of bilateral alliances along the lines of the Dunkirk Treaty. In February, he scaled down his ambitions and floated the idea of a simple bilateral security pact between Britain and the United States. Truman and the State Department in particular balked at both propositions.37 France, for its part, was generally more direct about the fear of a revitalized Germany.38 When it became clear after the London conference of November and December 1947 that three zones of Germany would be rehabilitated as a part of the West, France redoubled its efforts to engage the United States in a formal security plan. Truman turned back these demands as well.39 As late as spring 1948, the United States would accept only minimal compromise to the vision of a multipolar balance of power with an independent Europe, which now clearly entailed forcing recalcitrant allies to accept a central role for a powerful German state.
Assumptions undermined
One of the two key assumptions behind the American vision was that alliances in the postwar world would be flexible and that spheres of influence would be relatively loose. After the dramatic Czechoslovak coup in February 1948, this assumption no longer seemed tenable. Stalin looked intent on creating a tight sphere of influence in which the Soviet Union could dominate the domestic politics as well as the foreign policy alignments of its East European "allies." The argument that the communist sphere could not maintain itself as a monolith over time, an argument set forth by Kennan and others in the State Department, was greatly weakened by these developments.40 36. In The Long Peace, p. 69, Gaddis quotes Bevin telling his cabinet that "the closest association with the United States is essential" for defense, despite the fact "that such a policy might well require the subordination of British and European interests to those of the United States." 40. In less than a year, Soviet-backed communist parties had gained nearly exclusive control over governments in Budapest, Sofia, Bucharest, Warsaw, and Prague. While substantial influence over foreign policy might have been consistent with the American view of "loose spheres," the The Czechoslovak coup was also a critical turning point in the perceptions of Secretary of State Marshall, who for the first time conceded that the United States might have to formally associate itself with a European security organization.41 Belgium, Britain, France, Luxembourg, and the Netherlands were already moving forward with precisely such a plan. On 17 March 1948, these states concluded negotiations on the Brussels Pact, which carried with it a barely implicit message to the U.S. government: Europe was ready to organize for defense, but it needed the United States to play the central role in holding a balance of power against the Soviet threat.
Kennan's staff and allies in the National Security Council (NSC) were unconvinced. In several reports examining options for linking the United States with the Brussels Pact, both groups argued strongly that the United States should offer an "informal association" based on a unilateral declaration of support for the treaty by the President and nothing more.42 The British called this insufficient and continued to push for a formal U.S. commitment, claiming that only a legal treaty approved by the Senate would still the lingering fears of American isolationism which were felt on the Continent. 43 The U.S. government demurred. On 27 April 1948, it offered only to declare its support for the principle of "effective self-help and mutual aid" by associating itself informally with the Brussels Pact.44 The very next day, Canada's Foreign Minister, Louis St. Laurent, raised the stakes by proposing a single mutual defense system that would supersede the pact by binding the United States and Canada to it. This plan was welcomed in London but not in Washington. Bevin continued to push the United States through the end of May. In a fervent letter to Marshall, he reminded the Secretary of the immediacy and magnitude of the Soviet threat and argued that declaring support for the Brussels Pact without offering more specific and explicit infiltration and exclusive control of domestic politics by forceful subversion, secret police activity, and the reorganization of the military under the Soviet army was not.
41. In an emergency telegram sent right after the coup, Marshall said that he now envisioned a long-term and direct U.S. involvement in Europe, including "protracted security guarantees. commitments from the United States might not deter the Soviets and certainly would not inspire adequate confidence in Europe.4s But the United States continued to resist on principle anything more than an informal association; and when the Vandenberg resolution passed the Senate on 11 June 1948, the road was paved for this "solution" to be put into place.
Less than two weeks later, the Soviets closed all routes of supply except air traffic to West Berlin. The first U.S.-Soviet cold war crisis in Europe brought the other assumption underlying the U.S. government's multipolarity scenario under severe pressure. For the moment at least, it seemed as if the Soviet threat might in fact be imminent and military, not long term and political. With both assumptions weakened, the "deterrence scenario," the need to prevent a victory for the Soviets that was achieved by force in Western Europe, took immediate precedence over a continuing commitment to avoiding European dependency.
But while moving to fill the emergency gap in military capabilities, the U.S. government still went as far as it could to preserve its longer-term vision. In July, Robert Lovett informed the Brussels Pact nations that the United States was now prepared to move ahead on a "loose" association agreement more explicit than that envisioned several months before, but it would still decline any formal commitment or an obligation for an "automatic" response to attack.46 Through a series of intricate negotiations over the summer, the United States continued to resist pressure from Britain and particularly from France for a "more precise and definite mutual obligation."47 The talks produced a compromise working paper in early September 1948, but the precise terms of U.S. commitment were still vague.48 The working paper used the words "formal treaty," but the United States held to its position that any military commitment would depend on American constitutional processes and would not be automatic in case of attack. The U.S. government stressed that it saw itself only as a marginal supporter of what had to be primarily a European effort. Instead of a formal guarantee, it offered "continuous and effective self-help and mutual aid, to strengthen ... the capacity of the parties to resist aggression."49 The United States did not take charge of the military affairs of the evolving alliance (which it could have readily done at this juncture) or even promise a continuing American military presence on the Continent. In late September, when the West European states set up the Western Union, a formal military body to coordinate defense activities, it did not include an American.
One month later, still dissatisfied with the U.S. response, the powers of the Western Union formally requested negotiations with the United States on a North Atlantic treaty. Kennan lent his support reluctantly to this in November, with the strong caveat that tight ties between the United States and the defense of Europe should be seen as a short-term exigency driven by the immediate Soviet threat. In his view, the long-term interests of the United States still lay in promoting the military and political cohesion of a European "third force" that would facilitate the withdrawal of the superpowers' troops from the Continent "and absorb and take over the territory between the two." The U.S. government's position paralleled the substance of Kennan's logic on what became the central point of principle in the treaty negotiations.50 Over vehement British and French protest, the U.S. government rejected a December 1948 draft treaty that seemed to imply a formal obligation to commit troops in response to attack. When the final version of the treaty was completed in February 1949, it included an important caveat about domestic constitutional processes that explicitly left each signatory free to take whatever action its own government deemed appropriate in case of war. The treaty also described armed force as a "possible" response to aggression, not a necessary one.51
The United States bound itself into the European balance of power when it signed the North Atlantic Treaty on 4 April 1949, but it did so in ways calculated to maintain as much of the multipolarity scenario as was possible at the time. Nothing in the treaty gave the United States a privileged position within the military or political structures of the alliance. For political governance, the treaty established the North Atlantic Council, which was to consist of the foreign ministers of member states and was to follow the "one-country, one-vote" rule. When the council met for the first time in September 1949, it established a number of subordinate political bodies with the same voting rule. It also set up several permanent military bodies, including the Defense Committee, which was made up of the defense ministers of member states, and the Military Committee, which consisted of the chiefs of staff of member states and absorbed the functions of the Western Union Defense Organization. The decision-making structure of both committees was one vote per state. The first four-year defense plan for NATO, which came into force in April 1950, preserved the principle of national command for military forces and included no special privileges, command or otherwise, for the United States.52 The notion of an integrated force under a centralized or supreme commander would come later, under different circumstances. For the moment, the alliance scored high as both a multilateral organization and an institution of multilateralism.
The Korean War
It was not until the invasion of South Korea in June 1950 that the predominance of the deterrence scenario was confirmed in Washington, prompting a reorganization of NATO institutions and a shift away from the principle of multilateralism that the United States had fought so tenaciously to maintain.53 Events now moved quickly. In late July, the administration announced that it would ask Congress to appropriate an additional $10 billion for defense, about half of which would be earmarked for the alliance. A few days later, the NATO Council Deputies elected Charles Spofford, an American, to be their permanent chairman.54 In early September, Truman made public his plans to send additional American troops to Europe.55 Shortly thereafter, the North Atlantic Council adopted the principle of defending alliance territory along a line as far to the east as practicable.
This was a critical decision. The principle of forward defense for Europe demanded a reorganization of NATO, simply because of the level of forces and the kind of coordination between them necessary to carry it out militarily. Recognizing this, the North Atlantic Council instructed the Defense Committee to develop plans for "the establishment at the earliest possible date of an 52. The United States even rejected pleas from the French government to participate in defense planning groups for the western Europe region, northern Europe region, and southern Europewestern Mediterranean region, limiting its activities to the groups that would draw up defense plans for the North Atlantic Ocean region and the Canada-U.S. region. See The new institutional structure of NATO met several immediate needs. It provided a framework for a substantial expansion of forces-in-being and promised greater efficiency in their use by placing them under integrated command.59 It also provided the means to keep the French and the Germans together in a security institution. This was no small feat. Until the summer of 1950, the United States had hoped to bring about a gradual easing of French fears about incorporating the Germans as partners in European defense. But after Korea was invaded, the demands of the deterrence scenario meant that the United States could no longer wait for the French (and the British, to a lesser degree) to grow strong and confident enough to join together with a revitalized Germany, as the multipolarity scenario had foreseen. Instead, the United States had to commit itself as a predominant actor in the European balance of power and in so doing reassure the French government that it would not face a Faustian choice between subservience to the Soviet Union and subservience to Germany.
Arguments about promoting multipolarity and avoiding the dependency of Europe took second place, for the moment. Although there were alternative institutional forms that could have been adopted at this juncture, they would have been even more damaging to the multipolarity scenario. The United States did not have to force the rearmament of Germany on France or accept the concessions it did in order to keep these two countries together under its 56 terms. It could have sided with France on the question of German military status and relied on the French plan for partially integrating the Federal Republic into Europe through economic and political means.60 But the United States still viewed security and specifically NATO as a formula for promoting the integration of Europe. NATO's new institutional structure was in part a means to accelerate Germany's return to semisovereign status. In the short run, German resources would minimize the defense burden on the United States; but in the longer run, a NATO that contained both Germany and France still held out the promise of an integrated independent Europe taking care of its own defense without direct American involvement. In effect, the United States acted to meet the exigencies of power and threat in Europe, but it did so in ways calculated to preserve as much of the multipolarity scenario as was possible at the time.
The partial "victory" of the deterrence scenario in any case proved short-lived. Once the fear that the Korean War was a prelude to an invasion of Europe dissipated during 1951, the U.S. Congress sliced $4.3 billion (about 9 percent) from Truman's military budget for fiscal year 1953. The British raised a call to scale down the ambitious Lisbon force goals for NATO's conventional armies, and these were essentially rescinded by the North Atlantic Council in December 1952, less than a year after they had been agreed upon. When Eisenhower took office the next month, his administration quickly picked up the momentum.
Eisenhower's vision
The new administration's designs for Europe were driven at one level by economics and by the President's fervent interest in cutting American expenditures for defense.61 This had two important consequences for NATO. The first was a determined effort to incorporate West Germany fully into the alliance and make efficient use of its resources for NATO's military posture. That issue was settled with the Paris agreements in October 1954, which recognized the status of the Federal Republic as a sovereign state and paved its way for NATO membership. The second was a decision to massively increase U.S. reliance and by implication NATO reliance on nuclear weapons. In October 1953, the NSC issued report no. 162/2, a document that served as the basis of the "New Look" and in principle called for the use of nuclear weapons in any future conflict in which they might be deemed advantageous. In December 1954, the North Atlantic Council agreed to bring "NATO strategy into line with American strategy and authorized SHAPE to base its military planning on the assumption that nuclear weapons would be used in future conflicts. ' 62 Assimilating the Federal Republic was a clear prerequisite to the multipolarity scenario. But the New Look seemed to cut in the opposite direction. A priori, the decision to rely on nuclear weapons for the defense of Europe might have sealed the fate of NATO, putting both multilateralism and the vision of multipolarity to rest, at least for as long as the alliance's critical weapons were owned and controlled by just one member. The United States would now occupy a privileged position within the alliance. And if the Europeans could rely on the United States and its nuclear weapons to maintain the balance of power and ensure their security, they would have even less incentive to take on burdens for their own defense or to make the difficult choices on integration. Yet none of these suppositions were correct.
There was a second level to Eisenhower's designs, a deeper political vision that recapitulated the multipolarity scenario of previous administrations. Like Truman and Roosevelt, Eisenhower feared a continuing bipolar face-off between the United States and the Soviet Union; and like Kennan, he worried that America's democratic institutions would suffer severely under the pressure of prolonged and inconclusive cold war.63 Eisenhower's preferred scenario looked much like Kennan's vision of a stable multipolar international system in which the balance of power would rest on the principle of denial. For Eisenhower, as for Kennan, this would do more than just effectively contain the Soviet Union and "world communism." By encouraging other states to independently develop capabilities and the determination to resist the Soviet threat, the United States would bolster its own domestic character and set the stage for broader progress beyond the stark necessities of cold war competition.
Europe was the central focus for these aspirations. First as NATO SACEUR and later as President, Eisenhower consistently portrayed the U.S. role in defending Europe as a temporary role, a compromise to "bridge the crisis 63. Eisenhower used phrases such as "general mobilization," "regimentation," and "garrison state" to capture his concerns about the impact that a prolonged bipolar cold war might have on U.S. democratic institutions. He worried that "all that we are striving to defend would be weakened and ... could disappear" under the unmitigated pressure of this kind of confrontation. Gaddis quotes Eisenhower in a summary discussion in Strategies of Containment, pp. 133-35.
period during which European forces were building up."64 The sentiment was not built on economics alone. Like many of his generation, Eisenhower held strong views about the traditional place of Britain, France, and even Germany as great powers in world politics. The current position of these states as secondary actors caught in the middle of a U.S.-Soviet struggle was simply unnatural and did not make sense from a political perspective.65
This had important implications for NATO. In a general sense, Eisenhower did not believe that the United States should go on "treating its trusted allies as junior members."66 He was troubled by what he saw as a growing dependency in which the Europeans had come to rely with relative comfort on the United States to maintain the balance of power.67 Over and over again, Eisenhower stressed the point that the Western alliance was held together by trust, confidence, faith, and, most important, a shared sense of purpose among peers. Formal institutions that had been set up to meet an emergency were no excuse for free riding.
Wasn't this a paradox? After all, these political ideas would have been hard to reconcile with the place that nuclear weapons had come to hold in the military plans of the alliance. In effect, the Europeans' junior partner status followed from the fact that the U.S. government had been asking its "trusted" allies to supply and pay for infrastructure and conventional forces, when security in the end rested on strategic nuclear weapons that only the United States would control.
But this was precisely the "paradox" that Eisenhower was anxious to resolve. Answering a reporter's query about NATO's arrangements for ownership and control of nuclear weapons and how these fit with the President's view of the alliance overall, Eisenhower stated simply that "from the very beginning ... I have always been of the belief that we should not deny to our allies what the enemies, what your potential enemy already has."68 John McCone, chairman of the Atomic Energy Commission, offered a similar assessment, to which Eisenhower heartily agreed: "We would not be able to have vitality on the part 65. As Steinbruner put it, Eisenhower firmly believed that a situation in which "nations which had long dominated world politics had been eased into subordinate relationships and no longer controlled the forces upon which the defense of their people and sovereign territory rested ... of our European partners as long as we refuse to give them the weapons."69 Because Eisenhower was convinced that "our allies were not going to be willing to fight with bows and arrows while we have guns," he agreed that the United States should "be prepared to provide what the NATO nations truly need for their defenses." This was a thinly disguised code for the President's interest in sharing nuclear weapons within the alliance.70 As his secretary reported of a discussion on the problems of intra-alliance cooperation in 1957, "He [the President] does not believe that this can be accomplished if we deny control over the missiles, with their warheads, to the recipient nations. Denying such control, in his opinion, will result in rejection of the U.S. program."71
Eisenhower's view of nuclear weapons and the NATO alliance began with a simple political logic: nuclear weapons were thought to be of sufficient importance in world politics that great power states would want to have their own. The British and the French of course gave the U.S. President good reason to think so. In London, Prime Minister Harold Macmillan spoke of the bomb as the ultimate guarantor of self-reliance and as the "ticket of admission" to great power status.72 The French were even more explicit about their view of nuclear weapons as the critical "currency of power" in the modern world. In 1955, Prime Minister Pierre Mendes-France declared his support for the French nuclear weapons program with the comment that "one is nothing without the bomb in international negotiations."73 Charles de Gaulle had a more ambitious world role for the French in mind, and it was the force de frappe which would make it possible. In his words, "France is not really herself except in the front rank. France cannot be France without greatness." And it was clear that nuclear weapons were a necessary source of that "greatness."74 Eisenhower was for the most part sympathetic to these arguments. Although he often found de Gaulle's nationalist rhetoric unsettling, he frequently expressed "consider-69. "Memorandum of Conference with the President, 13 September 1960," WHO, OSS, Subject Series, Alphabetical Subseries, Box 4, EPL. Goodpaster added that Eisenhower stood firm for "the collective handling of nuclear weapons" within the alliance because he "thought it clear that we must carry out cooperation of political significance with the others if we wish the alliance to be healthy. 
The New Look and the doctrine of massive retaliation for Eisenhower did not rest on delusions about the ability of the strategic air command to carry out a disarming first strike against Soviet forces or on notions of fighting "limited" or "protracted" nuclear wars in Europe. Quite the contrary: the President knew from the day he entered office that Soviet nuclear strikes would bring intolerable destruction to the American homeland.77 But he was quietly certain that this war would never be fought. The New Look depended on Eisenhower's nearly absolute confidence in the efficacy of nuclear deterrence for Europe. For Eisenhower, massive capabilities and the possibility however small that the weapons might be used were sufficient to deter Soviet moves against the NATO alliance. Credibility would not be a major problem, since the punishment for misjudgment would be so severe.78 Nuclear weapons, at least for interests as vital as those of NATO, came close to providing an existential deterrent. The nuclear sharing issue among the European allies was thus not fundamentally about strategic stability, the credibility of extended deterrence, or other matters concerning military doctrine. The abstract arguments of the strategic thinkers who would set out demanding criteria for fulfilling these conditions were not a major consideration for the President. Nuclear deterrence was credible. And it would be no more or no less credible if the U.S. allies had their own nuclear weapons, provided only that they were able to control them responsibly. The issue did not really belong in the military realm. It was first and foremost a political question; and for political reasons, the United States should not deny its allies' legitimate aspirations to possess nuclear weapons.79 To do that would be to try to block a natural evolution in the status of states destined to be great powers and thereby confound a deeper logic of politics and history.
There was an alternative. If the United States were willing instead to act courageously and get out in front of the trend, it now had a singular and alluring opportunity to reshape the postwar balance of power in a desirable way. Eisenhower believed that nuclear aspirations, properly channeled, could be the crucial spur to European integration that would place the U.S. government's multipolarity scenario back on track.80 By nurturing schemes for the Europeans to cooperate in a nuclear force, the United States could foster the process of European integration, avert tensions that might arise from further proliferation of independent national nuclear forces, and solve the problem of Germany's special status. This could reassert the principles of multilateralism that had been diluted within NATO's formal structure in 1950. Most important, an integrated nuclear force would take Europe one critical step closer toward unification as a "third force" and thus toward the fulfillment of the multipolarity scenario. 81. Eisenhower was supported in this vision most deeply by members of the State Department, although sometimes for different reasons and with different emphases. Dulles generally shared the President's view that a European nuclear force was the best alternative to either independent national arsenals or "neutralism" on the part of the allies. See, for example, Dulles's statement of
Nuclear sharing under Eisenhower
The North Atlantic Council's December 1954 decision to substitute tactical nuclear weapons for large conventional forces in Europe brought NATO doctrine into line with America's New Look. According to SACEUR Lauris Norstad, the main task of NATO shield forces now was to act as a "tripwire" for U.S. strategic nuclear forces and "hold an attack until the total weight of the retaliatory power could be brought to bear."82 Eisenhower's confidence in this doctrine was not universally shared. As early as 1954, U.S. civilian and military strategists were engaged in open and sometimes rancorous debate about the credibility of massive retaliation as a military strategy.83 But it was the political implications that came to the fore first, during the Suez crisis of autumn 1956. Faced with the uglier side of their dependence on the United States, the British and the French drew lessons about how the current arrangements in NATO complicated their aspirations to pursue independent foreign policies in areas of vital interest. Leaders in Britain and France also expressed new doubts about the credibility of the American guarantee to retaliate for Soviet aggression in Europe.84 At the December 1956 meeting of the North Atlantic Council, the British (with support from Germany, Holland, and Turkey) called for more extensive sharing of short-range nuclear weapons within the alliance in order to reinforce the U.S. guarantee. The French went 17 April 1958 to the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, reported in Department of State Bulletin, 5 May 1958, pp. 741-42. Europeanists in the State Department were particularly worried about Germany, and they took seriously Adenauer's protestations that his country was being singled out as less than equal. The possibility that a frustrated Germany might seek an independent nuclear force and then repudiate the West in favor of a separate peace with the Soviet Union was viewed seriously. European integration was the most promising way to solve the German problem, and the sharing of nuclear weapons in a multilateral force was one way to bring that about. See further, asking the United States to give up its exclusive control over atomic warheads and transfer them to national forces. 85 Eisenhower, sensitive to the political rationale behind these requests, was neither surprised nor dismayed. Even before the Suez crisis, he had given enthusiastic support to Norstad's proposal that the United States offer delivery systems to the allies and create a stockpile of warheads that would be under the SACEUR's authority and could be released to NATO armies on the command of the North Atlantic Council. John Foster Dulles called this an "act of confidence which would strengthen the fellowship of the North Atlantic Community."86 In fact, the administration had already considered going further and moving toward a full transfer of nuclear weapons control to the allies.87
Eisenhower's expressed interests in moving in that direction were viewed nervously from several different places in his own administration.88 The strongest opposition, however, came from the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy (JCAE), which under the McMahon Act of 1946 and subsequent revisions was entrusted with a de facto veto on transfers of nuclear technology. Historically, this committee had been a reservoir of sentiment against the sharing of nuclear weapons technology, dating from its origins in the "atom spies" scandal of February 1946. In part because the suspected Soviet spy ring was operating in Canada and because British scientists were implicated as key figures, the committee's resolve to inhibit dissemination of nuclear know-how came to include the countries of the developing Western alliance as well as those of the Eastern bloc.89 After the Suez crisis, the JCAE warned the President that it would continue to oppose efforts to go very far toward the 85. Steinbruner, The Cybernetic Theory of Decision, p. 174. 86. Dulles is quoted by Stephen E. Ambrose in Eisenhower (New York: Simon & Schuster, 1983), p. 405. As reported in The New York Times, 17 July 1957, p. 6, Dulles later justified the stockpile plan with the argument that the allies should not be left "in a position of suppliants ... for the use of atomic weapons.... We do not ourselves want to be in a position where our allies are wholly dependent upon us. We don't think this is a healthy relationship." Eisenhower quickly defended Dulles on this point, saying that the Europeans "ought to have the right, the opportunity, and the capability of responding in kind" to a nuclear strike. See Originally drafted to secure civilian control over atomic technology that would promote peaceful applications and international cooperation, the McMahon Act was later amended as a result of the spy scandal and increasing concern about Soviet-American relations in the summer of 1946. Herkin notes, indicative of the change in mood surrounding the bill, that a section earlier entitled "Dissemination of Information" was changed to "Control of Information" and that the military was left with greater responsibility for the stockpile of fissionable materials than had been originally planned.
sharing of nuclear weapons with the NATO allies.90 The administration put together a compromise acceptable to the committee, in what became known as the "dual-key" stockpile concept. This meant that the Europeans would purchase delivery systems and station them with their NATO forces, while the United States would retain physical custody over nuclear warheads and the right to veto firing.
The United States and Britain moved quickly toward implementing the stockpile plan. At the Bermuda summit meeting in March 1957, Macmillan agreed to purchase sixty Thor intermediate-range ballistic missiles (IRBMs) and station them with the British air force under the dual-key arrangement. In April, Eisenhower offered to discuss similar deals for short-range ballistic missiles, cruise missiles, and air defense systems (all under dual key) and to extend the arrangement to other allies.91 But the launch of Sputnik in October 1957 dramatically changed the context of the discussions.
In December, Konrad Adenauer told Dulles of widespread fear in Europe that "there might be a change of U.S. sentiment due to the fact that [U.S. territory] would come under fire from Soviet ICBMs [intercontinental ballistic missiles]" and that "this might even lead to the United States exercising its right to withdraw from NATO." These fears were taken seriously in Washington. Dulles reassured Adenauer and others that the coming of Soviet ICBMs would not really change the military situation very much, since the United States "had already assumed that Soviet bombers with megaton weapons would be able to inflict massive destruction on the United States."92 At the same time, the Secretary of State, the Secretary of Defense, and the National Security Adviser acknowledged that from a political perspective the "European doubt was rational" and that the crisis in the alliance was real. Eisenhower's faith was not going to inspire sufficient confidence in Europe. The allies were "demanding a surer strategic concept." If the United States did not provide it, the consequence would probably be a move by the allies to "try to develop their own nuclear stocks so as to create nuclear war, if they wish, without the United States." The other possibility was a turn to neutralism and a withdrawal from NATO to cut separate deals for peace with the Soviet government. One option for the United States at this point would have been to sacrifice notions of multilateralism within the alliance and contract instead to protect the most important and powerful of the European states through selective bilateral deals. This was never considered seriously by the President. Instead, Eisenhower called an unprecedented meeting of the North Atlantic Council at the level of heads of government. The purpose of the meeting, which took place in Paris in December 1957, was to reaffirm the multilateral principles of the alliance. The United States offered two concrete initiatives in that direction. The first was a formal resolution to establish a nuclear stockpile throughout the alliance.94 The second was an offer to extend the Bermuda summit deal to any other ally that wished to accept American IRBMs. The U.S. government, however, found so little interest in the nearly obsolete Thor system that Dulles had to reassure the allies that the United States would not "press these missiles in the hands or on the territory of any country that doesn't want them."95 At Paris, the heads of government tiptoed over the issue, agreeing to a lukewarm endorsement of further "Bermuda deals" in principle and directing Norstad, the SACEUR, to explore the possibilities.
Norstad had already raised the ante. By the middle of 1957, SHAPE was arguing that the stockpile and the Thor even together were inadequate for European defense. The SACEUR instead wanted a new force of mobile, medium-range ballistic missiles (MRBMs) under NATO command. This was a significant step because the MRBMs would have been the first nuclear weapons of strategic range based in Europe and explicitly given over to NATO.96 In February 1958, SHAPE responded to the North Atlantic Council's directive with a comprehensive plan that went even further. Under the new proposals, American-supplied Thor and Jupiter IRBMs under dual key would be replaced as soon as possible by a new MRBM to be built by a consortium of NATO countries using U.S. blueprints. The next step would be for the NATO consortium to design and build its own follow-on systems with more advanced technology. According to John Steinbruner, "The proposal was understood as a first step toward giving the allies a nuclear capability by arming not the individual countries but the NATO military apparatus."97 It was clearly consistent with Eisenhower's determination to use the crisis in the alliance as a 94. The resolution was vague on operational details, leaving it to NATO military authorities to "prepare a general plan for the posture of these weapons to be decided upon by the council later. means to advance the larger vision of an integrated Europe independent of the United States for its nuclear defense. In fact, Eisenhower had already tried to take a number of steps in that direction through other channels. In January 1958, the administration launched an initiative to amend the McMahon Act so as to permit greater sharing of information on weapons design and nuclear propulsion. Following the President's logic, administration officials justified this venture before the Congress on political grounds. Dulles, for example, argued that the proposal was designed specifically to restore the allies' confidence in a way that would promote European integration at a critical juncture in that process.98 The JCAE balked predictably, but not because it was opposed to the administration's larger political goals. The committee simply stuck to its long-standing fixation with stopping the dissemination of U.S. nuclear technology. As a result, the McMahon Act was revised only marginally in 1958. The JCAE lent provisional approval to the stockpile arrangement but with severe regulations designed to ensure tight American control of warheads.99
When it came to putting this arrangement into practice, the administration would interpret those provisions quite loosely. A JCAE team visiting NATO bases in Europe during 1960 found that "dual key" operationally meant "fighter aircraft loaded with nuclear bombs sitting on the edge of runways with German pilots inside the cockpits and starter plugs inserted. The embodiment of control was an American officer somewhere in the vicinity with a revolver. "100 In effect, the stockpile served as a way to provide the NATO allies and particularly the Germans with a large number of tactical range nuclear systems under tenuous American control.
This was by no means the administration's ultimate goal. As the nuclear stockpile plan went into place, SHAPE was continuing its negotiations with the allies over Norstad's more ambitious mobile missile plan. By summer 1959, the 99. The JCAE authorized the administration to transfer only enough information that allied troops would be ready to fit warheads to missiles and fire them under dual-key control in the event of war. It approved minimal substantive sharing of weapons design information, and then only with Britain. Of course, the cat was already out of the bag, since Britain had just tested its own H-bomb in 1957. See Steinbruner, The Cybernetic Theory of Decision, p. 181; and the comments by Senator John Pastore, chairman of the JCAE, in Congressional Record, 85th Congress, 2d sess., 1958, p. 11927.
100. See Steinbruner, The Cybernetic Theory of Decision, p. 182. In a briefing immediately following the December 1957 NATO meeting, Dulles had foreshadowed the administration's intentions with regard to the stockpile when he commented that the United States would retain control over the warheads for legal purposes and would retain the right to withhold consent but added that in "certain unspecified contingencies consent is automatically given." See "Dulles Background Briefing, 20 December 1957," WHO, OSS, ITM, Box 5, EPL. discussions had come to focus on a compromise plan by which the United States would provide a British-French-West German consortium with blueprints and technical data to produce a mobile missile that would be deployed under the SACEUR's command and supplied with American warheads under dual key.101 For Eisenhower, the dual-key caveat was an interim arrangement. The President endorsed the plan because he saw it as an important step toward an integrated European nuclear force that would soon graduate to full independent status. In the meantime, the President told Norstad, "we are willing to give, to all intents and purposes, control of the weapons. We retain titular possession only."'102 Norstad agreed, declaring in a public speech of December 1959 that going forward with the consortium plan would be the critical step in making NATO "a fourth nuclear power" of the first rank.103
By January 1960, the question of nuclear sharing within the alliance had jelled around two specific initiatives. The first was the nuclear stockpile plan in which the United States would maintain some control over tactical systems through the dual key. The second was the consortium plan under which the Europeans would produce the most advanced American strategic missiles for the SACEUR's command. While the details of control over this force were never fully spelled out, it was understood that NATO's ability to fire these missiles would rest to some extent on the U.S. President's authorization as long as the warheads were provided by the United States. Eisenhower, however, would soon make it even more obvious than he already had that this was only a form of window dressing and a temporary one at that. He intended that the consortium evolve into an integrated and independent nuclear force for the European NATO allies.
101. The negotiations were stuck over two issues. The first was whether the consortium would have a mandate to produce additional missiles for national forces once the SACEUR's requirements had been met, and the second was whether the United States would be committed to supplying warheads for any such missiles. See Schwartz, NATO's Nuclear Dilemmas, pp. 76-77; and Steinbruner, The Cybemetic Theory of Decision, pp. 184-85. This long-range, solid-fueled, submarine-launched ballistic missile had been developed by the United States and could readily be adapted to land-mobile launching platforms. SHAPE agreed with the committee's argument, and by the end of 1959 the plan was for the European consortium to produce Polaris missiles from American blueprints and deploy the missiles on trucks and railroad cars. Polaris could easily strike targets deep within the Soviet Union from deployment sites in the Federal Republic.
The JCAE was not blind to these intentions. Early in February 1960, it challenged the administration on the current state of nuclear sharing within the alliance.104 Eisenhower responded sharply at a press conference the following day. Asked directly if it was his intention to give nuclear weapons over to the allies' control, the President said that he felt the United States should arm its allies with what they needed to defend themselves. Pressed further, he said that the McMahon Act currently blocked him from transferring weapons but that he strongly favored a change in the law.105 Over the next few days, Eisenhower fleshed out these statements in a series of conversations with Andrew Goodpaster and Christian Herter, leaving little doubt about his designs. He even informed Nikita Khrushchev.106
The JCAE reaction was equally sharp. The chairman of the committee, Senator Clinton P. Anderson, warned that he would oppose any revision of the McMahon Act, while other members promised "massive and obstructive opposition" to Eisenhower's plan.107 In fact, the JCAE did propose a change in the McMahon Act in June 1960. The change would have tightened U.S. control over stockpiled warheads, replacing what the committee referred to as "fictional custody arrangements." Eisenhower responded in kind. He proclaimed that the McMahon Act, a "terrible and defective law," should be rescinded and the JCAE dissolved so that it could no longer obstruct the President's most important foreign policy initiatives in Europe.108
In public, administration officials backed off just slightly, but the President continued to push his plan forward. 109. Herter said that the White House had not finalized "concrete intentions" for sharing weapons with the allies; and Norstad, while admitting that the MRBM plan was designed to transform NATO into "a multilateral fourth nuclear power," portrayed it as an "idea for discussion rather than a firm proposal." See The New York Times, 11 March 1960, p. 1. particularly when it was made clear to them that the U.S. government intended this scheme as a prelude to an even larger and more independent nuclear role.110
With the Secretary of State and the Secretary of Defense behind Eisenhower's initiative and with serious expressions of interest from Europe, the inertia behind the MRBM plan intensified. This created a new current of worry in the State Department and particularly among the policy planning staff, headed now by Gerard Smith.111 Smith largely shared Eisenhower's convictions about European integration and agreed that the nuclear sharing issue was a critical one, but he doubted Eisenhower's strategy for bringing it about. The stakes were being set too high. Smith worried in particular that if Eisenhower's bold initiatives were to fail, the Germans would be sharply humiliated and frustrated by their treatment in NATO and that this would be a tremendous setback for Europe.112 In the spring of 1960, he asked his predecessor, Robert Bowie, to head a comprehensive study of the defense needs of the alliance and explore ways to avoid this problem.
Bowie's report reaffirmed the argument that NATO's minimal task of preventing Soviet aggression should be met in a way that would promote a continuing process of European integration, so that Europe would assume the leadership role of a great power on a scale nearly equal to that of the United States. The report also stated that NATO's current nuclear posture was an impediment to that end.113 The major proposal on this score envisaged a two-step move toward a NATO strategic nuclear force of Polaris submarines. At first, the United States would simply assign five submarines to the 111. In the Defense Department, there was early concern over the details of military arrangements for the MRBM force, such as details concerning its possible vulnerability to preemptive strike or to seizure. Later, the Defense Department would press for greater precision on the questions of control, ownership, and authorization to fire the missiles.
112. See Steinbruner, The Cybernetic Theory of Decision, p. 188. Others in the State Department also worried that this might be just enough to push Germany toward a national nuclear effort, imitating the French. On Smith's logic, a Germany that was "forced" to acquire its own nuclear weapons in opposition to U.S. and NATO policy might go further than de Gaulle and actually turn away from the West to make a separate deal with the Soviet Union.
113. See Bowie's report of August 1960, entitled "The North Atlantic Nations: Tasks for the 1960s," WHO, Office of the Special Assistant for Disarmament, Box 9, EPL. A more fully declassified version of this report is at the National Archives, although much of the detail on nuclear strategy and nuclear sharing has been removed. SACEUR. Later, additional submarines would be launched by crews consisting of sailors from at least three NATO countries.114
This was a more gradual approach toward creating a multilateral force (MLF) for Europe than was Eisenhower's MRBM consortium. Bowie's proposal looked like it would sidestep early and excessive liberalization of weapons control and in so doing would reduce the possibility that such control would ever rest solely in German hands. The President recognized the domestic political value of these modifications and seized on Bowie's plan as a practical alternative that he thought would be more saleable to Congress. In a set of meetings with Bowie and others, Eisenhower repeatedly diverted discussion away from the practical military rationale for the MLF and away from the details of warhead control and launching authority.1"5 He reassured his advisers that the British and German leaders would be interested in the plan, and he was even confident of his ability to convince de Gaulle. The major concern in his mind was still how to get the plan past the JCAE; but he was convinced that if he could do so, the creation of the MLF might turn out to be the critical event in the drive to unify Europe.1"6
During the autumn of 1960, the mood in the White House concerning the nuclear sharing issue was approaching one of urgency. An NSC policy paper of early September set the tone, arguing that a crisis in NATO was imminent and that the nuclear question would be the central factor determining how it was resolved.17 Eisenhower seemed bent on closing a deal with the Europeans before he left office in the new year. The President told the chairman of the Atomic Energy Commission that "interallied cooperation with respect to atomic weapons" was the most important issue on his agenda and that he fully 114. There were several ambiguous conditions attached for moving on to the second stage, including the notion that the participating states would have to agree on a precise formula for authorizing a launch in a manner that would make the weapons invulnerable to being commandeered by any one country. In a later discussion, Bowie added the phrase "should the Europeans desire it" as an important condition for moving to the second stage. See "Memorandum of Conference with the President, 3 October 1960," WHO, OSS, ITM, Box 5, EPL. The report itself suggested that fulfillment of new goals on conventional forces should also be a prerequisite.
115. Where Eisenhower was consistently specific was in his rejection of any bilateral alternatives for nuclear sharing. He told Norstad in no uncertain terms that "Germany, France and Britain would all want such weapons. They should be handled as NATO weapons. 116. The President told Bowie that he could "easily convert Adenauer" and that he could sell the plan to the British "in terms that they would be going back to the balance of power, contributing their wisdom, experience, and sturdiness to European affairs." He noted that de Gaulle would be more difficult, but with an "intensive effort" he might also be brought on board. 117. See "NATO in the 1960s: U.S. Policy Considerations-9 September 1960 Draft, European Region," WHO, OSS, ITM, Box 5, EPL. This paper favored the MRBM plan as a political gesture and a "symbol of NATO unity" to "assure that nations gain the self-respect and stamina to withstand Soviet bloc threats." agreed with Norstad's approach to "collective security, including the collective handling of atomic weapons."18 Meanwhile, Norstad had been sent to lobby Adenauer and NATO Secretary-General Paul-Henri Spaak on the nuclear sharing plan, with the promise again being that the United States would make NATO "the fourth atomic power.""19
The pace of events picked up further in October. In two meetings on 3 October 1960, Eisenhower approved a slightly modified version of Bowie's MLF proposal and informed both the State Department and the Defense Department that he would push forward with this plan on "an urgent basis." When reminded of likely JCAE opposition, Eisenhower responded in frustration that "we must get it understood in the Congress that we must have faith and confidence between allies if we wish our alliances to work."'20 At a breakfast with Spaak the next morning, the President seconded the SecretaryGeneral's argument that if the vital interests of the European allies were threatened, they must "be able to respond with atomic weapons, if need be without the concordance of the United States." Eisenhower proposed an "integrated nuclear strike force" as a "kind of foreign legion under exclusive NATO control."'12' Spaak was enthusiastic, and he agreed with Eisenhower's assessment that Adenauer would accept the plan and that de Gaulle could be convinced. In the President's mind, the only serious impediment left was the 118. See "Memorandum of Conference with the President, 12 September 1960," Ann Whitman File, DDE Diaries, Staff Notes, Box 53, EPL. Chairman McCone agreed with Eisenhower "that we would not be able to have vitality on the part of our European partners as long as we refuse to give them weapons." He also told the President that a carefully designed multilateral scheme might be acceptable to the JCAE. Eisenhower complained in response about the JCAE's power to intervene, saying "if the President had in the field of nuclear affairs the same authority the Commander in Chief has in other security affairs, the problem could be readily resolved."
119. See "Telegram 1024 from Paris, 10 September 1960," WHO, OSS, ITM, Box 5, EPL. Adenauer told Norstad directly that "Europe must have something in the atomic field." Norstad responded that the "U.S. people are not going to turn over atomic weapons to any country for independent use" but offered the MRBM consortium plan as the obvious alternative. Adenauer "demonstrated great enthusiasm for the scheme." When Spaak questioned Norstad about operational details of control over the MRBMs, Norstad reminded him that this was unimportant, since the plan was primarily a political initiative rather than a military one. He "pointed out that NATO had made much progress without answering unanswerable questions of exactly how the alliance goes to war and thought still further progress could be achieved without doing so. Eisenhower brushed off Spaak's queries about operational issues for the force. These were unimportant, since "the obligation for the United States to act under NATO provisions specifying that an attack on one was an attack on all was clear and there was no doubt it would be observed by the United States." His focus remained squarely on the "psychological benefit to more specifically reassuring arrangements" and on how this would "raise the morale of the NATO members. JCAE. Eisenhower left Spaak with the clear impression that if it were not for this so-called intrusion on the President's power (which he told Spaak he considered "nonconstitutional" in any event), he would have acted to bring a NATO MLF into being on his own initiative and without any delay.122
The President backed off only slightly after John F. Kennedy's victory in November.123 On 17 November 1960, Eisenhower told the NSC that the United States would formally propose the MLF plan to its NATO allies in December. Two weeks later, he sent Undersecretary of Defense Douglas Dillon to London, Paris, and Bonn to brief European leaders on the plan.124 In early December, he approved a draft statement of policy on the NATO MRBM force and authorized Secretary of State Christian Herter to present it to the North Atlantic Council summit meeting in Paris.125 On 17 December 1960, Herter made the formal offer: five Polaris submarines for a NATO MLF that would later be supplemented with additional submarines to be purchased from the United States by the European allies. The United States would promise to "commit" the warheads to NATO, implying that launch authority would rest with the SACEUR and not be contingent on the U.S. President.126 In case there were any doubts about the larger objectives of the U.S. government, Herter stressed that its decision to share its most sophisticated strategic systems should be seen as just "the first step towards broader sharing in the control of nuclear weapons." The goal was to create a nuclear force "truly multilateral, with multilateral ownership, financing, and control ... that would have immense political significance for the cohesion of the NATO alliance."'127
Like others before him, Eisenhower had hoped to lay the groundwork for transition to a multilateral alliance in which the European states as an integrated unit would be fully responsible for their own defense. Ironically, it was nuclear weapons combined with a set of ideas about sharing them which seemed to put within Eisenhower's grasp at the end of the 1950s what had evaded Kennan, Truman, and others at the end of the 1940s. Eisenhower discounted military arguments about credibility, but he was deeply sensitive to 122. As it was, Eisenhower told Spaak that he would work to get congressional approval for the plan, although he again remarked in frustration that this was only necessary because "Congress had reserved for itself as far back as 1947 certain prerogatives which should belong in the executive branch." See "Memorandum of Conference with the President: NATO Atomic Force, 4 October 1960," WHO, OSS, Subject Series, State Department Subseries, Box 4, EPL.
123. While he professed reluctance to paint his successor into a corner on the issue, Eisenhower did make a concerted effort to set the terms of the debate for Kennedy in a way that would force the new president to confront the question of nuclear sharing early in his term. the political sources and implications of the Europeans' lack of confidence. He saw it as natural that the former great powers of Europe would want to reclaim that status when their recovery from World War II permitted. But to be a great power now was also to have nuclear weapons, and the United States could only damage its longer-term interests by denying those trappings to its allies. The crisis in the alliance presented a unique opportunity for the U.S. government to seize the initiative and channel nuclear ambitions into institutions that would facilitate European integration. The crisis, if seized, could be used to reinstate multilateralism in NATO. This was instrumental to a larger goal, the multipolarity scenario that had been the most basic principle behind American thinking about the alliance since its inception.
Could Eisenhower have succeeded in this quest? The allies reacted cautiously to the December 1960 proposal, but this was in large part a result of the U.S. administration's lame-duck status.128 The MLF became much less attractive to them later on, when the Kennedy administration reconfigured the plan to add strict American veto power on launch authorization. But it was never Eisenhower's intention to dupe the Europeans into paying for an Americandominated nuclear force, as the later MLF plan would appear. At each point in the story I have recounted, the President went as far as he could to share nuclear weapons with the European allies and transfer control of these weapons to them.
Eisenhower ultimately failed in his quest, but not because of any constraints that follow from structural theories of international politics. He failed because of historical accidents that were disconnected from the major stream of events. The most important was strong opposition from a congressional committee that a decade earlier had been endowed with power over nuclear transfers and had adopted a set position against the sharing of nuclear technology. The position had come about originally in 1946 as part of an effort to stem the flow of basic nuclear know-how to the Soviet Union. By the late 1950s, however, this issue was moot. In the interim, the JCAE held to its doctrinaire position against nuclear sharing even among the NATO states for reasons that had little to do with the power of the United States vis-a-vis that of its allies and were thus separate from what Eisenhower was trying to accomplish in Europe. Had these highly contingent conditions been different, the issue of nuclear sharing would have been "solved" by the President long before December 1960. And the evolution of the NATO alliance past that point would have also been radically different.
Kennedy and the triumph of the deterrence scenario John F. Kennedy entered office with his own rhetoric about a "grand design" for European integration and a revitalized Atlantic partnership. But rhetoric aside, Kennedy held a more restrained and "pragmatic" view than did Eisenhower of European states as presumptive great powers either separately or otherwise.129 Kennedy was also more concerned than Eisenhower had been with military strategy when it came to the credibility of extended deterrence.130 Kennedy's top advisers and particularly Secretary of State Dean Rusk shared his concern, and Rusk argued that something had to be done on this score forthwith.13' Within two weeks of his inauguration, Kennedy asked former Secretary of State Dean Acheson to chair a small committee that would reevaluate the basis of U.S. military strategy with special attention to NATO.
Acheson brought in Robert Bowie to work with him on this project. But he also brought in Albert Wohlstetter, the RAND strategic analyst who had recently published his influential critique of massive retaliation, "The Delicate Balance of Terror."'132 Wohlstetter represented a developing school of strategic analysts who were using game theory and other tools to explore new doctrines for nuclear weapons and nuclear deterrence in an era of mutual vulnerability.133 Unlike Eisenhower, these strategists took seriously the idea that the United States might actually have to fight a war in Europe and use or at least threaten to use nuclear weapons. They also reasoned that no American administration would follow that route if by doing so it was necessarily choosing armageddon. Since the Soviet leaders could reason as well, the U.S. government needed more than just a capability for massive retaliation. In order to deter the Soviet Union effectively, it would have to have a strategy and the necessary capabilities to make limited use of nuclear weapons for tactical purposes and for bargaining, which meant a closely controlled process of raising the risks of escalation. These arguments about the military and 130. By 1960, the broad consensus held by members of the national security community working inside and outside the U.S. government was that something had to be done to revamp massive retaliation and add "flexibility of response" to U.S. strategy. Eisenhower, through his last days in office, was a holdout. doctrinal requirements of deterrence had profound implications for the U.S. defense posture in Europe.
The recommendations of Acheson and his committee were presented to Kennedy in March 1961, were slightly modified, and were adopted as official U.S. policy in National Security Action Memorandum 40 (NSAM-40) on 21 April 1961.'34 Under the new doctrine of flexible response, NATO strategy was to be reoriented away from the emphasis on general war and toward "preparing for the more likely contingencies" short of nuclear or massive nonnuclear attack. The first priority, of course, was to strengthen and modernize the alliance's conventional forces.
On nuclear forces, NSAM-40 was much more of a watershed. According to this memorandum, the U.S. government should have exclusive control over any potential use of nuclear weapons in Europe, including (if possible) use by the national forces of Britain and France.135 This demanded an immediate revision of Herter's December proposal to the North Atlantic Council. While the U.S. government would still offer to commit five and eventually several more Polaris submarines to NATO for the life of the alliance, the offer was subject to a new provision that all missiles would remain under the exclusive launch authority of the U.S. President, with the North Atlantic Council having only an "advisory and consultative" input. The directive was quite severe in setting conditions for moving past this stage:
If the European NATO countries wish to expand the NATO seaborne missile force, after completion of the 1962-66 non-nuclear buildup, the United States should then be willing to discuss the possibility of some multilateral contribution by them. The United States should insist, in any such discussion, on the need to avoid (i) national ownership or control of MRBM forces; (ii) any weakening of centralized command and control over these forces; (iii) any diversion of required resources from non-nuclear programs. 135. NSAM-40 labeled it "most important" to the United States "that use of nuclear weapons by the forces of other powers in Europe should be subject to U.S. veto and control." It also indicated the following: "The United States should urge the UK to commit its strategic forces to NATO ... and over the long run, it would be desirable if the British decided to phase out of the nuclear deterrent business.... The United States should not assist the French to attain a nuclear weapons capability, but should seek to respond to the French interest in matters nuclear in the other ways indicated above [i.e., the ways indicated for the British]."
136. See "NATO and the Atlantic Nations, NSAM-40, 21 April 1961." 137. Accordingly, Kennedy began quickly to back off from Eisenhower's MLF proposal. Speaking at the Canadian Parliament in May, the President offered to commit five Polaris most directly by a new set of ideas about nuclear strategy and requirements for maintaining deterrence or fighting a limited nuclear war. Flexible response meant more than just an increase in the number and variety of conventional forces. It also meant planning to use nuclear weapons in a limited and precisely controlled manner, in "strategic games" of signaling, bargaining, intrawar deterrence, and raising the level of shared risk. Each move in these strategic games would require exact control and thus centralized control over the targeting and use of any weapons. One decision maker would have to govern the carefully plotted nuclear bargaining game, and that decision maker would be the U.S. President. For the moment, as Richard Betts puts it, strategyparticularly nuclear strategy-seemed to overwhelm politics.138
The Berlin crisis brought these new ideas to the fore in a dramatic way and confirmed their ascendance in U.S. policy for NATO. Convinced that Khrushchev's June 1961 ultimatum was a test of the U.S. government's broader commitment to Europe, Kennedy found himself stuck with few desirable military options.139 The President quickly called for a rapid buildup of NATO conventional forces to expand his range of choices. But he also had to consider strategies for the use of nuclear weapons if hostilities were to break out.
The nuclear strategists now had a chance to make their arguments at the highest levels. In July 1961, Thomas Schelling, for example, prepared a memo arguing that if nuclear weapons were to be used in Berlin, "their purpose should not be 'tactical.' . . . We should plan for a war of nerve, of demonstration, and of bargaining.... Success in the use of nuclears will be measured not by the targets destroyed but by how well we manage the level of risk."'140 Schelling was quite direct about what this meant for control of the weapons: "Control over nuclear weapons in Europe must be tight and centralized ... and designed to permit deliberate, discriminating, selective use for dangerous nuclear bargaining.... Particular weapons will be fired from particular locations to particular targets at particular times. " '14 This was the language of a nuclear strategist and not of a political decision maker. Yet the implications of this kind of thinking were evident in Kennedy's submarines to NATO at once but only to "look to the possibility of eventually establishing a NATO seaborne force which would be truly multilateral in ownership and control, if this should be desired and found feasible by the allies, once NATO's non-nuclear goals have been achieved. " 141. Ibid.; emphasis in original text. Schelling argued that any use of nuclear weapons outside the "master plan" would constitute "noise that might drown the message" and thus could not be tolerated.
planning both during and after the crisis. Apart from underscoring the gaps in NATO conventional capabilities, consultations with allied leaders during the crisis showed how difficult it was for NATO decision makers to agree on nuclear options even as contingency plans. The Kennedy administration responded by setting a course first to gain additional and more modern conventional forces with greater contributions from the European allies. 142 When it came to nuclear weapons, the administration moved to tighten the reins of its control.
The United States formally presented its new strategic perspective to the allies the following spring at a NATO ministerial meeting in Athens. 143 Secretary of Defense Robert McNamara assured his colleagues at the meeting that the United States was now close to attaining a secure second-strike force but that this, according to the new perspective, would not in itself suffice to deter war in Europe. Flexible response also demanded the ability to use nuclear weapons selectively, in limited attacks, for signaling (as outlined in Schelling's memo) as well as for tactical strikes against Soviet military targets. In either case, however, it was essential to the strategy that the selective use of nuclear weapons not escalate more or less automatically to general war. Intrawar deterrence, as it was called, rested in turn on tight and precise control over every decision to use a nuclear weapon. The strategy demanded an "indivisible" targeting plan for the alliance, a plan that would ensure "unity of planning, concentration of executive authority, and central direction" for the nuclear bargaining game.144
National nuclear forces in Europe were anathema to this reasoning, and an MLF under NATO was not much better. The argument was simply that any proliferation of "decision centers" would complicate the problem of implementing a precise nuclear strategy and thus undermine the logic of flexible response. Tight control was the sine qua non, and that control belonged in Washington. This was not just a change in declaratory policy. The Kennedy administration moved first to tighten U.S. control over tactical nuclear systems under the dual key by installing permissive action links (PALs) on many of these weapons. 145 It then moved to undermine the MLF.
In June 1962, U.S. Ambassador to NATO Thomas Finletter told the North Atlantic Council that the United States no longer saw any need for a NATO MRBM force.146 The logical move would have been for the United States to withdraw the MLF proposal entirely, but what Eisenhower had already done to advance the plan could not be immediately or easily undone. The allies' and particularly the Germans' expectations had been raised more than a little. At the same time, influential officials in the State Department continued to argue the political "imperatives" of going ahead with some scheme for nuclear sharing. '47 Kennedy and his close advisers understood the trade-offs. The political stakes riding on the MLF were high. But at each important decision point after 1961, nuclear strategy won out over politics. At the end of 1962, the MLF proposal was formally revised to include the conditions that Kennedy had raised in May 1961 as well as new conditions attached to the issue of launch authority. Rather than falling under the command of the SACEUR, the MLF would now take orders from the Supreme Allied Commander Atlantic (SACLANT), an American admiral with headquarters in Virginia; and the United States would retain effective veto over launch decisions for the indefinite future.'48 In essence, the MLF plan was recast as an American proposal to get the Europeans to pay the lion's share for some variant of an MRBM force which they had been told they did not need and which in any case would remain under American control. It is not surprising that there was little enthusiasm for the plan in most of the capitals of Europe.149 John Steinbruner's The Cybemetic Theory of Decision chronicles the fate of the MLF plan over the next several years. The plan underwent manipulation at the hands of American bureaucracies with rival and sometimes inconsistent goals, but one thing stayed constant: the U.S. President would not relinquish control.150 The MLF proposal was finally and formally dropped by the Johnson administration in 1965. It was, in effect, the last substantial effort to address the relationship between nuclear strategy within NATO and the prospects for European integration.
The deterrence scenario won out in 1961. This time, however, its victory was sustained by a new set of ideas about nuclear deterrence and the requirements 146. Finletter tried to reassure the allies that U.S. strategic forces would meet the requirements for nuclear deterrence. To deploy MRBMs in Europe would be expensive and at best redundant; the force was said to be unnecessary if it did not devolve control and positively dangerous if it did. See Steinbruner, The Cybernetic Theory of Decision, p. 207.
147. Henry Owen, the deputy director of the policy planning staff, became a central voice in this debate when he prepared an April 1962 paper arguing that Kennedy's speech before the Canadian Parliament the previous year could provide a basis for a new MLF proposal.
148. The administration continued to offer the vague promise that it would relinquish American control over the force at some point in the future should the Europeans achieve an unspecified degree of unity. See for fighting nuclear war. Aspects of those ideas would change, sometimes dramatically, over the next thirty years. But there were certain constants in American strategic thought, the most important being the rationale for centralized control over any decision to use nuclear weapons. That control would stay in the hands of the Americans. And as long as the defense of the alliance depended on nuclear weapons and on the decision to launch them, the United States would have a privileged position within NATO. Eisenhower had hoped that nuclear weapons could be used to promote European integration and to advance and channel the transition to a multipolar world. Instead, nuclear weapons ended up as an impediment to both. Multilateralism and the multipolarity scenario to which it was instrumental became victims to nuclear strategy. They did so not because of any objective or concrete characteristics of the weapons themselves. The victory of the deterrence scenario under Kennedy did not reflect any enduring realities of power or of structural theory, any more than the predominance of the multipolarity scenario had under Eisenhower. Both were the products of sets of ideas about politics and about nuclear weapons that were complementary in the earlier case and conflictual in the later one. To explain the character of NATO requires an understanding of the consequences of these ideas for the decisions that the leaders of powerful states took at critical junctures in the evolution of the alliance. Events that were traveling in different streams and were separate from the ideas at play set the context of the critical junctures and affected the degree to which these ideas made their mark on the alliance. But the ideas themselves did make a mark.
Conclusion
States ally to increase their security against potential adversaries. But the principles on which an alliance is constructed and the institutional form of the alliance are blind spots for neorealists. The history of multilateralism in NATO, both as a dependent and an independent variable, challenges their stark version of the security problem facing states.
Multilateralism as a dependent variable
If the choice of institutional form were determined by objective features of the environment, there would be no need to go further in explaining it. That was not true of NATO, even at the end of the 1940s. A choice-theoretic analysis of possible institutional forms for an alliance leads to indeterminate predictions, and this indeterminacy is reflected in history. To the extent that functional or utilitarian logic points in any direction at all, it points away from multilateralism as an institutional form for managing the West's security problem at the end of World War II.
But the institutions that emerged were those near the opposite end of the range of possibilities, much closer to the multilateral form. Generally, U.S. policymakers did what they could to foster multilateralism within the alliance. Specifically, at critical points of decision, they took steps that were either the most consistent with multilateral principles or the least damaging to them, given the exigencies of deterrence.
The explanation for this behavior lies in a set of ideas held by decision makers in a powerful state. These ideas rested on beliefs about multipolarity with historical roots in American foreign policy thought. The ideas were political in the traditional sense instead of microeconomic, and they relied heavily on "second-image" reasoning. They also inverted neorealism's arguments about the conditions for stability in international systems. Most American policymakers believed that bipolarity would pit the United States and the Soviet Union against each other in an ideologically charged, competitive struggle that would be at best a temporary interlude to war. Multipolarity, in contrast, would induce caution and restraint in the external behavior of states, and this would cause stability in the international system. Living with diversity at the international level would also do good things to states domestically, making them more tolerant and cooperative at home and with one another.15" This was a world in which the United States could and would flourish.
Naturally, the strength of these ideas varied across individuals within the decision-making elite. This meant that when the multipolarity scenario came under pressure from the exigencies of deterrence, policymakers disagreed about how much compromise away from multilateralism was necessary. Yet it would be wrong to conclude from the controversy that multilateralism was only an institutional form for "low politics" or that the ideas supporting multilateralism only came into play under conditions of low threat.152 The conditions during the Eisenhower decade cut strongly against this argument. The 1950s were not generally a time of low threat perception in Washington. And Eisenhower's commitments to multilateralism within the alliance were not noticeably weakened by periods of increased threat, including periods marked by U.S.-Soviet crises, the Suez debacle, and the Sputnik launch. If anything, these crises and events reinforced the President's determination to transform NATO through the sharing of nuclear weapons with the allies. Because Eisenhower's determination was driven by ideas about politics and not by 151 . This reflects, I think, a standing tradition (frequently associated with John Stuart Mill among Americans) in liberal thought about the inherent virtues of diversity, more than a direct transplant from what we now call economic liberalism.
152. If we look only at the case of the late 1940s, this conclusion might seem tempting. The interpretation would go something like this: Once U.S. policymakers recognized that the Soviets were creating an inflexible alliance structure and that the threat to the West might be immediate and military, even the U.S. government, with its vast power resources, had little freedom to pursue multilateral ideals in its relations with the West European allies. Multilateralism was an easy victim to the imperative of providing the most security in the most efficient way possible. military considerations or abstract strategic arguments about the credibility of extended deterrence, multilateralism could do more than just survive high threat and high politics under Eisenhower; it was positively aided by it.
The Kennedy administration reversed Eisenhower's policy on nuclear sharing. But the reasons for this were not that new threats pushed the issue of multilateralism in NATO from low politics into high. Instead, multilateralism was overwhelmed by a new set of ideas about nuclear weapons that set fresh requirements for maintaining deterrence and planning for nuclear war. This set of ideas maintained itself, in different manifestations and again with varying levels of strength, for the better part of thirty years while threat perceptions underwent several cycles. Multilateralism neither came in with low politics nor went out with high. Its movements are better explained by the movements of sets of ideas that were disconnected from any objective exigencies of security.
Multilateralism as an independent variable
In the world of neorealist theory, a state does not normally make conscious efforts to disperse its vital resources of power among other states or even among fellow members of a coalition.153 Yet that is precisely what the Eisenhower administration hoped to do with respect to the West European states at the end of the 1950s. This impulse was based on long-standing and widely held beliefs about the advantages of living in a multipolar international system. It was also based on a set of ideas about nuclear weapons that were held by the President, ideas that were shared with less conviction by some elites and were totally rejected by others.
Yet acting on his own ideas, Eisenhower came close to transferring full control of nuclear weapons to the NATO allies. If he had succeeded, there would certainly have been a major transformation of NATO with important implications for U.S.-European and East-West relations during the 1960s and beyond. Other, more dramatic outcomes were possible. If Eisenhower's plan had led to an integrated European security organization with an independent nuclear deterrent in the 1960s, this probably would have greatly accelerated the change from a bipolar international system to a multipolar one. This, I think, challenges some basic neorealist premises about power. How can a "unit-level" actor or even a single decision maker transform the structure of the international system by choice, influenced by a set of particular ideas? The answer to this question goes back to a blind spot in neorealist balance-of-power theory: it neglects the role of alliance principles and institutions that "shape" the balance of power and affect its evolution over time.
My challenge rests on a counterfactual, since Eisenhower did not in the end succeed in his quest. Does that conspicuous fact rescue realism's austere perspective? It is important to keep in mind why Eisenhower failed.154 His initiative was frustrated principally by a congressional committee that had acted as a repository of simple antiproliferation sentiment since its founding in the late 1940s. This committee, the JCAE, barely responded to the realities imposed by the demonstrated independent ability of the British and later the French to acquire the bomb. Its effort to block Eisenhower came from an alternative set of ideas centered on the belief that proliferation of nuclear knowledge was undesirable under any circumstances. But these ideas were no more logically grounded in or linked to the causal arguments of neorealist theory than were Eisenhower's ideas, nor did they respond more directly to changes in the environment.
Kennedy's reversal of Eisenhower's policy was similarly driven by a new set of ideas derived from something other than objective or structural factors. What if the logic of the new strategic theories had not been thought through and available to decision makers, so that McNamara could adopt it as his own in 1962? It is quite possible that the Kennedy administration might instead have followed through in Eisenhower's footsteps. In time, JCAE restrictions would have likely been overcome or circumvented.155 It is important to acknowledge that none of these things happened. But the reasons for their failure to happen should not give much comfort to proponents of the stark neorealist perspective on power.
The case for multilateralism as an independent variable does not rest entirely on counterfactuals. As history actually turned out, the character of the balance of power in Europe has been and will, I think, continue to be substantially different than it would have been in the absence of an American commitment to multilateralism. This is because multilateralism in NATO created a new set of possibilities for the provision of security in Europe, possibilities that the actors did not previously envision.
The most important of these came out of the way in which NATO dealt with the Franco-German relationship. If U.S. leaders had chosen the bilateral alternative and "split" the security of France and Germany, all sorts of configurations that we now take for granted would have been heavily disfa-154. Structural theories do not accumulate confirmation simply by correlation with historical outcomes. To claim that an historical event is explained by a theory or that a case supports a theory's claims, the process or causal chain that takes independent variables to dependent variables in the theory should be demonstrably reproduced in the empirical case. Otherwise, the most one can possibly say is that the evidence does not disconfirm the theory, and this is an extremely weak claim when a theory permits a wide range of outcomes. I discuss this in more detail in my vored, the most important being the European Community. NATO also caused security to become linked with the domestic characteristics of states according to a set of additional propositions that go far beyond security per se. In this conception, security institutions have a broad mandate for peace management, economic and social progress, and other kinds of positive cooperation among states.156 Within NATO, security became linked to political standards of multiparty democracy, human rights, and economic freedom.
This linkage was more than just a reflection of American power, and it is being propagated into the next generation of security institutions in Europe. The ties are not overdetermined. The world may no longer be bipolar, but multilateralism is not a necessary outgrowth of multipolarity. In 1992, even more so than in 1949, alternative institutional forms for providing security are available in Europe. In the abstract, European security could become a game played by "clubs" of several states, by bilateral alliances, or by individual states protecting their borders with small arsenals of nuclear weapons. Again on abstract logic, the bilateral alternative should look particularly attractive to second-tier European states that fear de facto subordination to Germany even in peace. And for all the reasons that it would have been so at the end of the war, the United States would still make a nearly ideal bilateral ally.157 The point is that multilateralism is not in any sense a necessary outcome of the changing security and power environment in Europe; take away the peculiar principles that are the legacy of NATO's forty years, and it appears an unlikely outcome at the very least.
But none of these alternative institutional forms seems likely to take root in Europe. Expectations converge instead around NATO and the Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe (CSCE) as the appropriate forums for managing a new set of security problems, but not because of their formal organizational structure. The July 1990 London Declaration on a Transformed North Atlantic Alliance calls for NATO to act "as an agent of change ... supporting security and stability with the strength of our shared faith in democracy [and] the rights of the individual." These ideas are now being developed into reformed institutional structures of a new NATO that has given up forward defense and heavy reliance on nuclear weapons in the theater and is instead in the process of negotiating new relationships with the states of the former Warsaw Treaty Organization. Similar ideas are being grafted onto new 156 . By "positive cooperation," I mean cooperation that is more than simply avoidance of shared aversion. See my "Realism, Detente, and Nuclear Weapons," Intemational Organization 44 (Winter 1990), pp. 55-82. There were always some compromises, most obviously in the case of Turkey.
157. That is, the United States is powerful and ideologically compatible, yet relatively far away and lacking in imperial pretensions. It has nuclear weapons. Finally, it has over the course of the cold war established a firm reputation for a willingness to make sacrifices for allies when necessary. I discuss further the desirability of having the United States as a bilateral ally in "The US, the Soviet Union, and Regional Conflicts After the Cold War," in George W. Breslauer institutions beyond NATO, institutions that will incorporate more states and will have to deal with markedly different security problems. The CSCE is to "set new standards for the establishment and preservation of free societies," including "the right to free and fair elections, ... commitments to respect and uphold the rule of law, . . . the development of free and competitive market economies, and ... cooperation on environmental protection."'158 If the European Community goes on to construct its own security apparatus through the Western European Union or otherwise, whether tightly linked to NATO or not that institution will almost certainly embody similar principles. New tests of this argument, for better or for worse, are on the way. I expect, for example, that the terms under which new states to the east and south are incorporated into these institutions will continue to depend at least as closely on their adherence to principles as on their power resources per se.
The linkage between security and the domestic characteristics of states in the new Europe reflects a legacy of how the United States shaped a balance of power and a security system in Europe over the past four decades. The package may contain strong evidence to favor at least a "liberal" and possibly a "reflective" interpretation of international institutions over the more restricted, "rationalistic" approach.159 Even in security, institutions did more than just affect the strategies that states could pursue with predetermined or exogenous preferences. Institutions have created new possibilities and have changed states' conceptions of self-interest in fundamental ways. Important parts of those conceptions are now being reproduced and spread to other emerging states through new and modified institutions developed under the legacy of the old.
From the U.S. perspective, there is continuity in the two sets of ideas that governed the ways in which the United States shaped the postwar balance of power in NATO-but there is an important change in the environment. Nuclear strategy and deterrence may recede further into the background in the 1990s than ever before. In that case, the multipolarity scenario should gain additional force as a central feature of American foreign policy behavior. If similar ideas guide the behavior of the other powerful states in the system, it is at least possible that together they can create a relatively cooperative multipolar international system.
